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. /r L,
The Research on Evaluation Program is a Vorthwest Regional E ucational
‘Laboratory project of research develdpment, ' testing, and training ‘
'designed to create—new evaluation metg§dologies for use in education..‘
.This dpocument is one of‘a series of papers'and reporty produced by
program staff, visiting scholars, adjunct scholars, and project
collaborators-—all members of’ a cooperative network of colleagues
working on the development of new methodologies.,
< .
B There are 21,675 documents in ERIC descriptored "Evaluation". Can
A ERIC system features be used to pre-sort and categorize this litexa- .
, ~ ture-by computer? How well does ERIC cover the evaluation literature?
"This report describes ERIC limitations which prevent computerized |
pre-screening of literature, and recounts the failure of ERIC to i
.  regom tt an existing evaluation bibliography (only 1.2 percent of
.. the items were identified by ERIC), casting serious doubt on the
utilicy of ERIC searches’ ‘0f the evaluation literature.‘ : -
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e ) ‘ .7 "Nick L. Smith, Editdr . . .°
. ' _ Paper and Report Series P
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_THE LIMITATIONS OF ERIC IV REVIEWIVG v , ‘ y !
N 2 EVALUATION LITERATURE ' L :
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-
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§ v - . . . . .
L . v

It has become a common observation that educational researchers !
now produce studies and reports at a’ much faSter rdate than can be read,
\

and understood, even by colleagues. The engulfing,literature long ago‘ T

"a__ surpassed the individual researcher s’ capacity to absorb aonintegrated

“ 4ad -~

findings and as a; pfbfﬁﬁsion "...we find ourselves in the mildly embarras~. -
. o~
sing position of knowing less_than we have proven. g (Glass, 1976 P 8)
. We’recognize with Glass that "...the afhchair literature review 1 which

o . v

—\uone cites a couple dozen studies from the obvious journals can 't do

‘justice to the voluminous literature of educational research that we now
\)
o cenfront. " (1976 D. 4) He and others (e.g., Light and Smith 1971) have «

. I

’ therefore stressed the need for integratdve, scholarly reviqés and have

\ -

- _‘suggested procedures for’ combining and interpretidg ‘the findingd from multiple
}studies. While these authors have dealt with the complex problems of inte- -
" ';'grating convergent data, I am cdﬁcerned here w1th ‘the more munddne problem .
. of how,we initially identify which studies to review- The old method of"

»7

""screening several hundred studies by hand is no 1onger fe351ble when the
'potentially relevant litérature contains thoeusands, not hundreds, of

\ citations. Forwexample, we recently began‘a review of the literature on

&

the met dology of program evaluation and found- that in the ER&Q (Educational'

v, Resources Ihformation Center) systém
4 p .

21 675 documents were descriptdred ”Evaluation

S

N\
“13,433 documents were descriptored ”Program Evaluation,'
N = ; )

)

and 6,689 documents were descriptored '‘Evaluation Methods "
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. . { | - . :
Since there were/obviouslyvtoo.many documents to review by hand, we tried

'to use- certain featurds of the .ERIC system to reduce the collection.

ar SANC I . v . . ' . o
Using the ERIC interactive computer search capability, we
. " -t . . . , P B
i attempted to identify and characterize:the literature of interest-in
our search.? Our purpose was to isolate the "core" literature

°

and té reduce the number of citations to a manageable size of

about 2,000. At that point we could print and scréen 2,000 o

¢ - ¢

L abstracts by hand, selecting a lesser number of, documents for hctuallr ,

study. As a result of Our efforts, we ‘were ‘able to make some general
> b}

assessments “of the limitations of the ERIC system in conducting such‘,

«
- -

{ searches. f ’ 1\ ]
( :

. "
N, . \

‘ Characterfzing Literature Using ERIC A

£
'

One of the biggest prdblems in the early stages of an integrative

e L '
literature review is to characterize the general ‘nature of the relevant
- » . & B B B

. . @ : . , X
a literature. . This 1s a, crucial step, since subsequent screening and ‘.
. . .- o - S e . “
review decisions are based, in part, on assumptions about the nature of

the doctments one is dealing with. "
: [

: After‘isolating,what appeared to be the relevant documents, we

‘ {
‘ attempted to use ERIC to characterize their nature. Each document in-

.

7
ERIC is labeled by multiple descriptor words which can be used to build
document collections. Each documefit is given a 3£ximum of five maJor

‘descriptofs and as many minor descriptors as necessary (up through 1972,

. documents were given an average of 11 descriptors each (ERIC, 1974, p. 187)).
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To build an initial document collection we first combined all
; - ]

a

R those documents*related to program evaluation broadly construed by

using the. following descriptors

+y Ty

- ' Prdgram Evaluation - o (lai433 documents) j >/
- Curriculum Evaluation ’ ' -(2;139) o S .»6 v
4-\ - . A o |\?'; ) > .,
4 ! Formative EValuationv (680) :
. \/ . Summative Evaluation - ~ (595) . , f e
) « : . . 'q - A 3
Medical Evaluation (398) . o ' T
. Medical Care Evaluation® ' o (34) .
l ,‘. : %\Qental”Evaluation. . o ‘(27) P "\\ ‘%
¢ A' ' . R . > * . : oL

-

This resulted in a total of 16,206 separate documents. In order %o
& . ’ ' . ’ ' i . ¢ ‘ ‘
idéntify only the '"core" or most significant program- évaluation dfcnments,

\ : . ’ bl . .-
. .

this collection was restricted to only those using the above: terms a!p

-

major descrigtors,’reducing.the colledtion'to 9,179, documents.

3 e

Next we identified all documents related to methodology using the

.

follow1ng~descriptors : - o | yT\\
- . . | b // A g .‘ ] -
fevaluation Yethods. . . . - (6,689) | .
) . . . . q
_Research Methodology : ? (6,468) ‘ o -
. . Methods . 2 (1,474) A o
T \sh if1c Methodology . | (4:923 A . =t
ntiric Methodo Ogy . [N e i «
'.%;,-; ) 4 ' 3 ' , \W
* Tndictive Methods - ‘ (478) oL LTy
Yethods Research - (344)
. Deductive Methods / (272)
. o : . ’ c . ‘
-~ © ‘This collection totaled 15,306 documents (including both major and minor - y
descriptors). - B ' b N o ' C)
i - ' : ) ST , -
) . . . .
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’ ) . Y N - . , .
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‘/,f\ i?In ofder to, identify~those documents related to the methodology of

]

program ?valuamion, we then crossed the 9,179 program evaluation documents ’

R Y with the 15,506 methodology documents and thus constructed a core collec-"
ﬁ - e 0
y .. tion of 1,734 dqcuments with major descxiptors -of program evahnation and
f:._ major o minor4descriptors df methodology We were successful therefore, -

Ca in isdlating agjfre collection of docupents that nuﬁbered lessgthan 2,000.

-1, 734 absazacts are still a lot to review so we tried to use the ERIC

;ystem to chafacterize the nature of this ore cqllectiolL It would havea

, been most useful lf the'ERIC system could have sihply printed a frequency
~'<( a ‘1ist of the descriptors used 1n\thii/hore coldection but the system has
. . o '
no such feature. lbstéad iﬂ w34 necessary to choose likely terms and
in;uire how manybof thé coze collection used such terms as descriptors: ¢

LA ' 1)

Thrqugh such a strategy jﬁe following Table 1 was constructed

,'Vi ' sfnr~ ' ‘ ' j: —

S~

. Insert Table.-l about.here . T
o - E& — K . %

{able 1- entries totél %0 1, 948 and not l 734, ;ince the Subcatego ies

\ ‘are natjmutuall)h exclusi“"i‘able 2 indicates the ove-rlap between these

v . . . "
subcategories.' o - i :

. N . A
- : - o ' [
. . : N %

-~

Ifsert Table 2 about here

v ) ST . . — .
Notice that the two largest subcategories, '"Data'’ ahd, Measurement' overlap
\, . .

- : -

N\

considerably5‘(208 (23.4%) of the total 8§7-documentgyare in"both cate-- ’

géries) while.'Design" and “Policy”, among the smallest subcategories,

. . & - , , .
. hardly overlap at.all (? (1.67) of the total 124 documents are shared).
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. e ipbcategorization of Program Evaluation Wethodology

. . ) L Core Collectiom , , - T
Q. ! . ) ’, o -, ’ . ’ .

. P \
’ - . BES
K . ‘ £

N -

T \:ubcategorV'Descriptors oo T Number_af Documencs

R ’<ﬂf§§qolicy~_." ~
. A Legislation

°

°

55— ' =S

3 .. 2, Tﬁéories
| " Models

3. Ppign
. Research .Design
-" Désign Needs '

" Design Preferences.

4. Data )

) Data GCgollection

: *  Dat rocessing
- Electronic DatacProcessing !

'k : Statiscic&l Data

7\\\\\ ' Analysisc

5. Meqsurement’
Educationa’l Assessment ’
Needs Assessment
VU . ~ Tést .
b

6. . Skills L S
- \Ethics . . R K
S Standards » ’ o o
. 8 ’ .

gﬂ 688

. Qualifications
Credentials
Job.3kills
Research Ski

7. Training -
8. 'Management
Program Admiﬁ&stratlon
I Administration
Administrative Principles
* Administrator Charactgristics
s Administrator Guides - -
/. Administrative Respon51bilitv
« Administrator's Role
9. Problems
Needs'

K4
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Cnly 1,245 documents of thé{totaL 1,734 in the core colléccion oé

program evaluation methodoLogy can' be élaced in one or more of the

Lo v

. “

P . BN
subcategories listed in Table !, leaving 489 doguments, or 23 percent of
- . N ; ) . . .
the colilection, uncategorized. Upon =%amination of a sample of these 489-
. . . - N N . .
\ . . .

unclagsified documents, we found no other ‘dominant descriptors re¥evant

~ .

=for~our-purposes. Instead, we Ffound descriptors which indicated either

. educational level or-document-copicares . FOT SXAWPIs, T79 Were T T

2,

. A ! . -
. descriprored "Elementary' or "Secondarvy Education:” 135 were descriptyred

’

[T

"Vocational' 0t the‘prqgram evaluation methodology callection of &,73&,

- ‘

1,446 could de subcategorized according to theSe two tvpes of descri £OrsS.
- +

. -~

- Our attempt fo characterize rthe 1,734 core zollection of program

.

. . ' ) o ;-
.- evaluation methodoliogy documents was therafore only partially successrg&.
R ' .. - s : .

< s

O@nly 72 percent of the documents could be placed in subcategories useful

. '3 ’ * ' 3 ) N v
in our search, leaving 489 abstracts to be screened bv hand.- Not all
o : X
o . . I3 ‘-—'.". '
documents in the core collection had Yeen descriptered in sufficient
. o 5 -
~detail for our: purposes.
Althouzh we 4id achieve a partial praliminarv 3creaning using ERIC
. B o - 4 B

.
»

. ' interactive compucer searching, [t was accomplished onlv throusgh’ crial
3 " . :
1]

and errar. 3IRIC provides no direct means of characterizing a collectlon
, . .
4

of documents. Zven learning the frequence of cerctain descriotors ‘n i
, ) . 5

[0

(B3

collection has to be dond by querving one Jescerincive at 1 rime.
2 . )
rurthetmore, onlv 23 locument manipulation sseps are allowed der run,
. .
onlv one document Zile mav He saved 1t the ond of 1 run, nd ogle

FRIC praesencis

‘e

500,000 documents mdv be inquired ibout in one run.

s 1

ERIC : ' ”

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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céﬁtains-approxnmatelyfllé,ooo documents, and since learning' that

B

~

34,949 documents are‘descriptored'HngFr Education constitutes an inqdiry'

"of 34,949 documents, one cannot even Ehedk’ea&h document in the system
Lo A | ‘ ' ,

twick. These desjign constraings reatly hamper attempts to uSe rhe

- . " .

ERIC sYétan in an interactive mode on large searches--~the searches for

Jorwhideh “it:"‘fs"in\i'bst meeded e e T

@

1

~.. ‘ )
e One‘additzghal”feacure of, ERIC should be mentioned. Beginning in
September of 1974, all documents entered -into ERIC were to be identified

by one of 19 "document type" codes such as:

3 3ooks; Monographs, Textbooks; Programmed Texts; '
e C Curriculum Guides; Teacher-Developed Materials: -
Laboratory Manuals;

J’ Journal”Articles; Serials; Perioditals; Bulletins:

Newsletters; Newspapers;

-~

’rogram/Project DJescriptions;

R Reporcs (Research and Tech +ical); (ERIC, 1974)

Qut or our 1,734 core documents,. 80 documents (EDs) and 232 journal

articles (EJs), for a total of 912, were entered after Sepcembgr of 1974.
rn\v e

-However, document tvpe codes were available for only 675 (%ﬂ\ ercent)

Er .

of thesd 912 antries. Apparently thare is some svstematic bias in
N . : - . ’
, these omissions,. since ‘of the 676 coded, 367 were reports (R) hut only 5

were journal drticles (J)--a quick check nasily verified that far more

’
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_N /". toe e 9

F g

1

- -

than 6 journal articles enfereq in ERIC since '1974 were includad ip“odr

- LA *

" core collection. The high percentage of omissions and the probable bias

: , ! : -
dissuaded us from using the document type codes to characterize our .

-coré collection. - ‘ }

In ;onélusion, our attempts to use ERIC to characterize and initially

. . : ¢
. . . 't
... screemw our core literature collection met with limited success. But .

perhaps we were asking more’' of the ERIC system than was reasonable. The

o .

P . : ‘
system was designed primarily for storage and retrieval of fugitive
o E

educational documents. We could still hand screen 1,734 abstracts if

necessary, assuming the collection really contained the core of the

literature we wished to review.

Identifying Literature Using ERIC

How well did tour collection of 1,734 agsttacts cover the existiﬁg\
literature on'progfaa evaluation methodofsgy? We had some doubts about
its comprenensiveness, not oﬁly because we had already ruled éut a lot
of appafentiy related literature, but primarily because one cannot perfoém
hierarchiél searches in ERIC. The ERiC Processing Manﬁal warns coders to.
match the level of the descriptors to the specific level of ;hé document
and to_avoid descriptors broader or narrower than the scope of the document
itself (ERIC, 1974, p. 218-219). Thus a very specific doéument on the use
of case study methods in evaluatioh will be descriptored with the narrower
term ”Case‘ECudy”'rather than the broader term ”Evalualion Methods." A
search using ”Evaluatioq Methods" wil; therefore pull only documents des-
criptored at that broad level and will not puli documents descriptored

'
at the more narrow level of '"Case Study," in spite of the fact

e e TTEITIEIA R S S0 T



‘ e : . The Limitations
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- o . ot : ' - 1 O ‘ Qﬁ;

~
z . .

- . that éuch_dQCqunt? may discuss case studies as an evaluatlén method. ;;///(
In ERlc; a:search enplnying broad tesz Wlll not identify all i//'
relevant documenfs‘descripcored using more specific term;; iae.}/éggg | f{}//(
docunencs are noE desqggp;nred hierarchially., ////// o -

. An external criterion. was needed to test the qual;6§ of our core'

;

literature collection and che recent evaluacion n}bling;aphy of. the;

jh,J‘““ Eﬁaluation Center at Western Wichigan Uniie;§i€§/was selecced (Bunda, 1976)

This bibliography concains 603 reference% on evaluatZOn and is one of the
B .

most current and.comprehensive bibl%p aphies available. This bibliography.
is not limited to program evalidatidn me@hodology\(and we know of no such

narrow bibliegraphy currently g€ailable) but it is "...unique in its

A -

. 4
calculated inclusion-of fugjfive referedces and a variety of resources"
= 1

(Bunda, 1976, p. iv). s Therefore, mdﬂg/so than some of the p%evious
‘ : : ' o R .
evaluation bibliographies which fqéused on the-”classics,” this bibliography ,
A / . | - .
emphasizes fugitive dncuments jyst as ERIC does and so should serve as an
7 / . ,’7,. - . ‘7

interesting criteryon measure, . ,
N . 4 ’

Using the Cdfient Indeieco dournals in Education and the ERIC Ed
Accessiona File 4itle Indew/(through December 1977), each of che4§03' .
\ ;refer;nces were’chetked to see if they were contained in ERIC. I'h]‘.élﬂi(nfo'r—{T
Yy ; . i - ”
‘macion told usfche maximqﬁ possible overlap between che'WeSCern'Michigan
; .
bibliography gf 603 iCemf and our ERIC generated‘'collection of 1,734 iCems.

@

The results were sthrtling. Of che 603 refererces, only 161 (27
!

percent) were’lisced in.aRIC——lesé than a third of the Western Michigan

, g ! N
bibliography Fould be reproduced from the ERIC fyscem. Further 1investigation
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. . y 9

indicated why the overlap was so small. - Of the‘603 referenceS‘

. - /‘ ‘
o q§b73 (127) were journal articles publisb@d prior to 1969--ERIC did . >¥
‘ not begin including Journal articles in 1ts collection \\

uneil 1969, - \\\

83 (14%) were books published prior to -1966-~ERIC did not exist until

1966,

- T . - e - P » \1
12 ( 27) were fugitive reports written prior to 1966-—ERIC did not

eXlSt until 1966.

?Eerefare, 28 percent of the Western Michigan bibliograéhy was published or

written before ERIC was incorporating such documents into. its svstem. But
. . 4

" ae

what about the remaining 453 percent of the bibliography which is not in

ERIC? S

3

132 (22%) of the references are books or chapters in books published

between k966 ~and 1976. Because of copyright and reproduction restric-

-

tions, ‘commercial publicatipms are nof uﬁﬁSlly made available through BﬁIC_qu -
of

In fact ERIC tries ta keep the number ocuments it‘cannot reproduce

down td 18 percent of its /total colLection (ERIC 197A p- 36) Thus books

and’ othér publisned materfals, though current and relevant, will not be

found in ERIC. - This resylts in major omissions; for example, neither the .
) | : :

AERA nor the CSE evaluation monograph series are referenced in ERIC. =
56 (9%) of the omitted Western Michigan references are Journal articles

‘ published between 1969-1976. Since ERIC includes all majgr journals, howi3
’ ]

were these articles missed? The answer is that ERIC. in fact does not

N
oA

referesice the complete contents of all major journals. The Curren% Index to, -

Journals in Education July-December 197],issue lists 739 journals that were)
\\‘s\‘ ' | Yoo / : o .-

\ 1 pee B : i
O f '\‘ ® . f - ' .
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&

: screened during 'hat perlod _ However, only ld) Journals (257) had all
(’ '

oy
content to e ctr

Thus if an evaluation article appears in a journal

assigned to

"Clearinghouse other than ERIC TW it may not fall within

. 43 were Journaf‘arcuc es published betWEen 1969 and 1976,

1 selected, or at most referred to ERIC T™. An ERIC search, 2herefore, does

n

‘not assure/one of cobering.all relevant journal articles.
. . -

e 86 (14%) of the omitted references were fugitive documents and

Ca e

reports writteh dur%hg 1966-1976. These documents should have been

!

"fentered 'nto ERIC according‘to.the system's guidelines. Either

the ERIC/”W Clearinghouse never became aware of the ekistence of

e

these d7Luuents\or-they did not meet ERIC'sUselegpion criterialof’reproduc—-

'ibilityfand importance

*

&
xPe 161 doCGQEnts 6f the Western Wichlgan blbliography which were in

o

ﬁﬁic were of the follow1ng types

N .%S' kS
4 AR S A
'ﬁ%%%;} ;Q,werffhooks or chagters in books publishwd prior to 1966,

Yo g3 4 ' St , '('
uments writieu pLior to 1966 and

" TP

N Tk S :
. .7 To dete 152 the overlap between ouffl,73h core documents andlthe
e e R - - /_l - . l ‘;;Q i
:;estern Michigan\Pibliography, the ED or EJ number of each of the 161

. 5
ﬁnéf rences from the bibliograpﬁy was checked against the .1,734 ED and EJ

.- ’

i
!

. -
- Cd , B

,1;:§mé%or:chapters in books published between f166 and 1976 \§§§



oo ' The Limitations

V B 13 g

(b)

numbers of the cqu'collection._’jhe overlap Curnedfcut';b be ﬁ: . T
astouhdin 7 documenca of which: | : "\ ) l/a
undipg 7 g — oo
ﬁé ere jou}nal‘a;ticlcaipublishea 1969-1976, °
':weée’books or_chapcé;s iaAbooks‘published 1966=T936, an? - ‘
, 2"were fugitive documcncs written 1966-1976. A
: k) : ——
< Why were 154 docpmenCS“of‘che bibliography not” picked uggip cur
;M:;h—::g;agch eQEH.chsﬁghMthei;dg;c;iauﬁﬁié7hhlﬁ‘chmination 6f these 154~
! documents and their descripCQrsJuncovéréd four’géneral reasops;
?i?sc,'soae items‘in the bibliography were noc!direccly related to Q'
-che>ﬁechodology of.program evaluation but focused.on‘such topics as
;esearch ethics and standardized Cestihg. - ' R '
Second, some. jtems related to specific evaluation methodologies such
as :ﬁe Delphi and critical incidenc .techniques. These were not selecced
‘ in the search because broad;r descriptors such as "Evaluation Mechcds"
had been used. g S L )
s N
] Third some descriptoring, although donedﬁp accordance w1th ERIC
. guid ines, makes 1denC1EVJng certain dqcuments ?roblemac1c F%F example, ‘
: ega) Scriven's chapter ' Eyaluacion Perspeccive;’hnd Procedcréaﬁ
| nas ”éummative Evaluation” as a major descriptor, while cce ¢
cook it -appears in} Pbpham's ggaluacion in. Education: Current -\;g

L3

Apg}icacions (1974), does not,

>

Wright and Worthen's report (1975a) on evaluation contracting has
different descriptors than the summary of that report (1975b)
which is also in ERIC (the report and summaryv were descriptored

by different coders), and

. 3
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A design dévéloped bynstufflebeam et .al. (1971) for

evalggg}ng R&D‘insﬁ@tutions and prog;hms is ot ﬁaycriptored

e by - | ‘
under "Evaluation Methods', "Methods Reskarch", or '"Methods",

whil® a éimiia: design developed by Scriven et al. (1971 LS

N

3

‘#ontain different-descriptors.
The prdctice of descriptoring only the document in hand makes it possible

. .
that two highly related documents may’
- ) . ;v

1" Y . " B \
deﬁcripcor%ﬁ. quluatlon Methods . " These two repqrt%/Were com-. -
missioned by the Office of Education at the same tifie for the same

P se; they wgvé.enc@red into ERIC by the same coder, but

RS- -t

“

hayendifferent descriptors and not

3 . R
be retrievable under the same search’'stratdgy. . : 4

Fourth, the assignment of descriptors obviously depends on the back-

b

ground, experilence, and potht of view of the coder. To see the relevance

-

of certain documents to program evaluation methodology, or any other

specialty, requires considerably more fahiliarity with‘the,figid than

that possessed by most graduate students who do the maf

house coding (+" 'fC Manual does recommend that at le: --culitent

-
-

specialist parcti pate in the cbding4of'encries). .

o

‘While the lack of owverlap between the Wéstern Micgigan bibliog#aphy

ana the 1,

r

734 cYfe program evaluation mechodo‘bgy literature coll€ction

can be explained ia terms of the deficiénéy of the bibliography as a

’

proper criterion measure, the desigr constraints of the ﬁRIC’HescripCOring

. . . .
system, and human limitations, the trivial overlap is certainly not

PN N
SER . . .

reassuring.

@

Al
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N s ' " Conclusions o . C
L. -_— 4 : 1o
1Large, integrative literature reviews are becoming increasingly . e

-

needed and.increasingly difficult due to the rapidly expanding lif@rature o . )
T . ' . . SO ‘ ’

in education. We have attempted to use the\E&I% system not only Eo'identify '

relevant literature b;:\also to screen it Because of the lack® of .

;ufficfent depth of descriptoring, it was possible to subcateéorize onlf b

-

72 percen;mof our initial-document collection. ERIC currently provides

. no meass to characterlze an ex1st1ng document collection and -eyen--the-+
system's "documenc type' ' code facility was available for only. thre —fourths
of the.documents it was designed to eover. While initial screenln of small

-

',document collectlons is possible, system design constraints prevent complex

screening or screening large dogument files. . : !
ERIC's lack of- succes 1n %iﬁnt fy- ajor evaluation documents is

. -
ealizes that

.'\‘) , ) -
m/_\

1, .more troublesome bu understandable when o

"(a) no journals before 1968 are in ERIC,

(b) ouly approximately 25 percent of major education jou

v

~

. fully covered by ERIC,
{c) few fugitive documents and books prior to 1966 are in ERIC,

(4¢) few books or other major published materttals are in ERIC

-

(maximum of 18% of the system), and
(e) only fugitive materials identified by the specific :

‘ Clearinghouses of interest are in ERIC. ¥
' - . ™ -

. ,
The added problems of non~-hierarchial searching, syscem descriptoring~
canstraints, and codet limitations Forces one to a conservative view of

. f -
e

the products of an E;IC search. . . o o

. o .
\‘1 - ‘e a L ’
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«

The results of the foregoing sgazgh can, of copfse, not beffreely
generalized to other subsets of literature with ERIC. I-Iowave?q‘;ﬁ several

A o . .
of the'problems we have identified are,in’fact due to system limitgtions

.
- -

‘and will obtain regardless of the-deSQriptars being used. < %

With the growing li%gratqre‘in‘education we are forceé/to use such
systems as ERIC, but we must fuf?§ understand .their kimitaﬁioné- With-

<

small, fpcused searches it may be possible' to identify comprehensive sets
. . ~

. v : . N P
" moréNsophisticated, autsmated scteenifig capability is needed than now

v

of chuments and review the absﬂ‘acts by hand. @Witb largérdgearches, ?

exists in ERIC. Until ;uch a capabillity exists, researchers will need tg
augment ERIC. searches with the more traditional liteﬁ?ture identificatigh

and search procedures. ERIC 1s currently not.an adequate Solution to our
R, r—
problems of identifying and charactarizing the burgeoning literature in
: P

edugation. \ : ! -

L

¢
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, - . NOTE

N ' co . s . - - N , ) 3
1./ L : . b :
I gish tapexpress my .sincere.thanks to Donna Shaver who ;Ollaboratéd

oé*the cpmputadized ERIC seérche% and to Derfise Smith who assiste! 4
. ¢ N K Y

. s .
with several clerjcal and editorial tESks.; . ) .
o - £ Y
2The searches described here were conducted in mid-May of 1978 and - .

7:?éovened all ERIC entries from its‘inception in 1966 to that time.

The searches,were conducted using the Lockheed Information System 3

Dialog System i Although Dialog 1s the 1argest“iﬁfdfmatiﬁﬁ=basemacc%ss**“*W“*

1 Y
system, an international System accessing approximately 75 basds, ¥

!
its design is not necessarily representative of other agcess systems.
TN

LY
<

: ' v
Thus the computerfaccess design limitations discussed in this paper “1

&

pertain only to the Dialog Svstem as it ii now instituted.

4

)y , 4
'~ L)
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